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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
fortti in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in tliis application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
05/08/2007 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's argument, see applicant's remarks, filed on 04/09/2007, with respect 
to the rejection(s) of claims 2-16 and 18-25 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, 
upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Kunz (US 
PAT. 6,127,989) and See (U.S PAT. 6,285,327). Furthermore, the Applicant argues that 
one of ordinary skill would reasonably conclude the inventors contemplated an antenna 
that forms an electromagnetic field at or above a threshold level necessary for 
communication \yilh RFID tags , as required by amended claims 1 and 17. Applicant's 
further states that specification as a whole, and in particular, paragraphs [0002H0007] 
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and [0045]-[0046], describes an antenna tliat forms an electromagnetic field at or 
above a thresh»olid level necessary for communication with RFID tags with 
sufficient detail that one skilled in the art could reasonably conclude that the inventor 
had possession of the claimed invention. The Examiner disagrees with this argument. 
The Examiner careful review the specification specifically the paragraphs [0002]-[0007] 
and [0045]-[0046], and can NOT find the support from the specification that an 
electromagnet!^ field generated for communication with RFID tags may be at or 
above a threshold level necessary for communication with the RFID tags . 
Therefore, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement is maintained. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and usitg it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of canrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112. first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Claims 1 and 17 are not properly described in 
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the application as filed, and the specification was not contain a written description an 
antenna that forms an electromagnetic field at or above a threshold level necessary 
for communication with RFID tags, wherein the antenna has a substantially planar form. 
Therefore, the amendment of the claimed raises an issue of new matter. 

Double Patenting 

5. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not 
identical, but at least one examined application claim Is not patentably distinct from the 
reference ciaim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated by, or 
would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 
1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 
2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re 
Van Omum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 
164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 
(CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
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double patenting ground provided tlie conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

6. Claims 1-3, 5, and 13-16 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 12, 13, and 
21-25 of copending Application No. 10/784,124. Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because they commonly 
comprise a RFID system having an antenna and a substantially contiguous conductive 
shield positioned around the antenna, the conductive shaped the electromagnetic to 
extend substantially in a direction perpendicular to the antenna, and prevented the 
electromagnetic field from forming substantially over the conductive shield, wherein the 
antenna comprises a plurality of conductive loops spaced apart at least a distance D, 
the RFID tag has a maximum dimension M, and the distance D is selected such that D 
M,... This is a provisional obviousness-type double 6. Claim 25 is provisionally rejected 
on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable 
over claim 26 of copending Application No. 10/784,124. Although the conflicting claims 
are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
commonly comprise the method having the steps of detemiining a dimension M of a 



Application/Control Number: 10/784,109 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2618 

RFID tag, selecting a distance D based on the dimension M, and positioning a plurality 
of an a plurality of conductive loops antenna the selected distance D apart for 
communication with the RFID tag within the RFID system. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent ma^ not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in sectfin 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was ntade to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1. 3-6, 9-12, 14-15, 17, 19, 22-23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(8) as being unpatentable over Kunz (US PAT. 6,127,989) in view of See (U.S PAT. 
6,285,327). 

Consider claim 1 , Kunz teaches a radio frequency identification (RFID) system 
comprising: an antenna that forms an electromagnetic field at or above a threshold level 
necessary for communication with RFID tags, wherein the antenna has a substantially 
planar form (fig. 2 col. 2 lines 1-25). 

Kunz does not explicitly show that a substantially-contiguous conductive shield 
positioned a distance from the antenna within a plane parallel to the antenna to define 
an outermost region of a communication zone within the plane parallel to the antenna, 
wherein the conductive shield has a width that extends in the plane parallel to the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/784, 1 09 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2618 

antenna such that the electromagnetic field at any region beyond the conductive shield 
is below the threshold level. 

In the same field of endeavor, See teaches a substantially-contiguous conductive 
shield positioned a distance from the antenna within a plane parallel to the antenna to 
define an outermost region of a communication zone within the plane parallel to the 
antenna, wherein the conductive shield has a width that extends in the plane parallel to 
the antenna such that the electromagnetic field at any region beyond the conductive 
shield is below the threshold level (col. 12 line 48 through col. 13 line 4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use, a substantially-contiguous conductive shield 
positioned a distance from the antenna within a plane parallel to the antenna to define 
an outermost region of a communication zone within the plane parallel to the antenna, 
wherein the conductive shield has a width that extends in the plane parallel to the 
antenna such that the electromagnetic field at any region beyond the conductive shield 
is below the threshold level, as taught by See, in order to decrease the interaction of an 
internal antenna with other elements or conductors in a wireless device, which 
otherwise degrades performance. 

Consider claim 17, Kunz teaches a method comprising: providing an antenna 
that forms an electromagnetic field at or above a threshold level necessary for 
communication with RFID tags, wherein the antenna has a substantially planar form (fig. 
2 col. 2 lines 1-25). 
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Kunz does not explicitly show that selecting a width of a substantially-contiguous 
conductive shield such that when the conductive shield is positioned a distance from the 
antenna within a plane parallel to the antenna to define an outermost region of a 
communication zone within the plane parallel to the antenna, the electromagnetic field 
at any region beyond the conductive shield is below the threshold level; and positioning 
the substantially-contiguous conductive shield having the selected width around the 
antenna a distance from an outer loop of the antenna. 

In the same field of endeavor. See teaches selecting a width of a substantially- 
contiguous conductive shield such that when the conductive shield is positioned a 
distance from the antenna within a plane parallel to the antenna to define an outermost 
region of a communication zone within the plane parallel to the antenna, the 
electromagnetic field at any region beyond the conductive shield is below the threshold 
level; and positioning the substantially-contiguous conductive shield having the selected 
width around the antenna a distance from an outer loop of the antenna (col. 12 line 48 
through col. 13 line 4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use, selecting a width of a substantially-contiguous 
conductive shield such that when the conductive shield is positioned a distance from the 
antenna within a plane parallel to the antenna to define an outermost region of a 
communication zone within the plane parallel to the antenna, the electromagnetic field 
at any region beyond the conductive shield is below the threshold level; and positioning 
the substantially-contiguous conductive shield having the selected width around the 
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antenna a distance from an outer loop of the antenna, as taught by See, in order to 
decrease the interaction of an internal antenna with other elements or conductors in a 
wireless device, which othenA/ise degrades performance. 

Consider claims 3 and 19, kunz further teaches the conductive shield comprises 
planar conductive regions oriented to form a non-shielded inner region, and further 
wherein the antenna is disposed within the non-shielded inner region and parallel to the 
planar conductive regions (see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 9-20). 

Consider claim 4, kunz further teaches the conductive regions define at least one 
disconnect area that prevents the conductive shield from forming a closed conductive 
loop around the antenna (col. 1 lines 28-34). 

Consider claim 5, kunz further teaches the antenna comprises one or more 
conductive loops including an outer loop, and the conductive regions of the conductive 
shield are located at least a distance D from an outer loop of the antenna that is 
selected based on a radius of the outer loop (see fig. 2 col, 1 lines 49-57). 

Consider claim 6, kunz further teaches the antenna has a first conductive loop 
having a radius D1 and a concentric second conductive loop having a radius D2, and 
the conductive regions of the conductive shield are located at least a distance D3 from 
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the outer loop, and wherein D3 is selected as approximately the average of D1 and D2 
(see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 9-13). 

Consider claims 9 and 22, kunz further teaches the antenna and the conductive 
shield are mounted to a working surface of an RFID check-in/check-out area (see fig. 2 
col. 2 lines 1-3). 

Consider claims 10 and 23, kunz further teaches the working surface has a 
recessed area and a non-recessed area, and further wherein the antenna is mounted to 
the recessed area of the working surface and the conductive shield is mounted to the 
non-recessed area (see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 1-3). 

Consider claim 1 1 , kunz further teaches the conductive shield and the antenna 
are co-planar (see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 14-20). 

Consider claim 12, kunz further teaches the conductive shield and the antenna 
are located in two different parallel planes (see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 14-20). 

Consider claim 14, kunz further teaches the antenna comprises a plurality of 
conductive loops to produce the electromagnetic field, and wherein the conductive loops 
are spaced apart at least a distance D that is selected based on a dimension of the 
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RFID tags with wliich the antenna communicates (see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 14-20). 

Consider claim 15, kunz further teaches the distance D is selected to exceed a 
maximum dimension of the RFID tags (see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 14-20). 

Consider claim 25, kunz further teaches determining a dimension M of the RFID 
tags for use within an RFID system; selecting a distance D based on the dimension M; 
and positioning a plurality of conductive loops of the antenna the selected distance D 
apart for communication with the RFID tag within the RFID system (see fig. 2 col. 2 lines 
14-20). 

9. Claims 2, 7-8, 13, 18. 20-21 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kunz in view of See and further in view of Krebs (U.S PUB. 
2004/0224135). 

Consider claims 2 and 18, Kunz and See, in combination, fails to teaches the 
width of the conductive shield within the plane parallel to the antenna shapes the 
electromagnetic field to extend substantially in a direction perpendicular to the antenna, 
and prevents the electromagnetic field from forming substantially over the conductive 
shield. 

However, Krebs teaches the width of the conductive shield within the plane 
parallel to the antenna shapes the electromagnetic field to extend substantially in a 
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direction perpendicular to tlie antenna, and prevents the electromagnetic field from 
forming substantially over the conductive shield (figs. 3-5 page 3 [0034] and page 4 
[0035]): 

Therefore, it is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the disclosing of Krebs into view of Kunz and See, in order to 
allow the reading of desired RFID tags while preventing the reading of undesired RFID 
tags (see Krebs abstract and page 1 [0008]). 

Consider claim 7, Krebs further teaches each of the conductive regions have 
respective widths extending outward from the antenna, and further wherein the widths 
are selected based at least in part on a threshold level of the magnetic field necessary 
for RFID communication between the antenna and the RFID tags (page 2 [0023]). 

Consider claims 8 and 21 , Krebs further teaches the widths are selected to 
extend sufficiently in directions parallel to and outward from the antenna to prevent the 
electromagnetic field from foming in or above the conductive regions until the strength 
of the magnetic field reduces to below the communication threshold (page 2 [0024]). 

Consider claims 13 and 24, Krebs further teaches an RFID interrogation device 
coupled to the antenna, wherein the interrogation device interrogates the RFID tags to 
obtain information Consider associated articles; and a computing device to process the 
information retrieved from the RFID interrogation device (page 2 [0022]). 
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Consider claim 20, Krebs further teaches selecting each of the widths of each of 
the conductive regions based at least in part on the threshold level of the magnetic field 
necessary for RFID communication between the antenna and the RFID tags (page 2 
[0023]). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claim 16 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Mail Stop (Explanation, e.g., Amendment or After-final, etc.) 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Facsimile responses should be faxed to: 

(571)273-8300 
Hand-delivered responses should be brought to: 
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Customer Service Window 



Randolph Building 



401 Dulany Street 



Alexandria, VA 22313 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tuan H. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8329. The examirwr can normally be reached on 8:00Am - 5:00Pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Maung Nay A. can be reached on (571)272-7882882. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 
273-8300. 

Information Consider the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Tuan Nguyen 
Examiner 
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